A

DOCUMENT RESUME | g

ED 228 241 SP 022 303
AUTHOR Neufeld, Barbara; And Others

TITLE A Review of Effective Schools Research The Message

5 for Secondary Schools. !

-INSTITUTION Hu:on Inst., Cambridge, Mass.; National Commission ‘on

SPONS AGENCY

Excellence in Education (ED), Washington, DC.
Department of Education, Wash1ngton, DC.

PUB DATE Jan 83

NOTE a 44p.; For related documents, see SP 022 304-305.

PUB TYPE Information Analyses (070) : '

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus postage. :

DESCRIPTORS *Educational Environment; *Educational Re§earch:

' Elementary Secondary Education; *Institutional
Characteristics; *Leadership Responsibility; Minority
Groups; *Research Utilization; *School Effectiveness;
Student School Relationship; Teacher Effectiveness

IDENTIFIERS National Commission on Excellence in Education

ABSTRACT

A summary and critique is presented on research of
effective schools, based primarily on a review of the reviews written
about that work. It is pointed out that the majority of research
findings came from studies of elementary schools and focused upon thé
characteristics of effective schools for minority and poor students.
Most research reviewed for this analysis was exploratory and
descriptive, aiming to find effective schools and then deducing
characteristics associated with effectiveness. For most studies
reviewed, researchers did not develop comprehensive, systematic, and
detailed programs with implementation guides for school improvement.
However, in many studies, identification was made of features of -
effective programs. One example noted is of a school staff committed
to excellence with high expectations for students and strong.
administrative leadership. It is suggested that the attitudes,
processes, and techniques which characterize effective elementary
schools have relevance for secondary schools as well, in spite of
differences in organizational structure and educat1ona1 goals. The
appendix provides lists of effective school character1st1cs which
were culled from the reviewed research. (JD) :

IR R T A S AR S LRSS LR A SR LR LIS S LA S LSS LR ST RS R LS LS LSS AL E R L LR L EE LRSS EEEEELE LT RS

i " Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made - *

* from the original document. . *
%w***********************************k*********************************

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




. LY
- .-y °
S U.S. DEPARTMENT DF EDUCATIDN
R . o ’ N/AT?CAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION - *
' EDUGATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
- CENTER (ERIC}
. . ; . ¥ This document has been reproduced as
) ° - received from the petson or organization
anginatng ¢
Minor changes tuve been made to improve
reproducticon quahty.

Pamnts of view or opinions stated i ths docu
ment do rot necessanly represent official NIE

LY

. : - -
I

. R postion or policy
=l
O\
O ’
N 'REVIEW O
aJ A REVIEW OF
(] :
J EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS RESEARCH:
THE MESSAGE FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS °
Barbara: Neufeld, The Huron Institute
Eleanor Farrvrar, The Huron Institute
Matthew B. Miles, Center for Policy Research
Prepared for
National Commission on Excellence in Education
Washington, D.C. 20208 ‘
Thie publication was prepared.-with fending from
he U.S. Department of Education, under-eontract
. .- .° Confractors undertaking
such projects under government §pOQEDFSh'P are
/ ' sncouraged to express freely their judgement in
{ orofessional and technical matters. Points of
N ' view or opinions do not necessarily rgpresent
those of the U.S. Department of Education.
The "Huron Institute ) ‘
v , 123 Mt. Auburn Street |
O Cambridge, MA 02138 |
O .
o0
~\ Janua;y; l983




~ What is an efféctive secondary school for minority and poor students?
A decade-long quest to discover the characteristics of effective schools has
.beeﬁ curiously negligent of secqndary schools (Firestone and Herriott, 1982;
‘Edmonds, 1982 Airlie House; Purkey and Smith, 1982; Tomlinson, 1982). With
the exception of Rutter et al. (1979) it is only within the past yeﬁ} oT two
that researchers have turned their attention to the complexity of discovering
and describing effectiveness above gfﬁde six (Sleeter, 1982). Perhaps, as
‘Mann (198q) notes, researchers have attended to elementary schools because
tbere is a "deVelopmental premium‘on early intervention'" and, 'as institutions,
nelementéry séhool§ seem more malleable." Certainly.&t'has not been because
educatofs and researchers are sanguine about secondary schools; many local
efforts andAresearch projects are conéerned with improving secondary schools.
Honver as Edmonds notes (1982, Airlie House) ''they are not based on thé
fundaméntal and shared premises that Eharacterize the programs of improvement.
in eleméntary and intermediate schools." (p. 3)

Whatever the reasons, the dearth of research on effective secondary
schools sharply .limits a review of the work. This is not to say that.research
from elementary schools is without significance for, or goes un-noted by
those concerned with secondary schools. On the contrary, research findings
from elementary schools seem to be 1) shaping the design of a number of in-
cipient éecondary improvement efforts, 2) influencing-the conteﬁt of such
programs, and 3) guiding theAprocess of implementation. Therefore, it is
sensible to review the reéearch findings culled from elemenhtary schools prior
to oﬁtlining ways in which this research is being applied at the seéondary

level (see volume II for examplés of secondary applications).
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This review begins then with a brief summary and critique of the effective

schools researcﬁ, based primarily on a review of ‘the reviews written about

that Qork. The ﬂéif section descfibes~bfoad characteristics of thefprégrams

developed in response to the research, aﬁd the final section considers the

appiicability of this research to_effor;s io create effective secondafy schools.
- In particular we consider features of secondary schools tha; distinguish.fhem

°

from their elementary counterparts, noting where the fit between elementary-

.» ¢ ’

based rcsearch and secondary schools is good, where it .is problematic, and
what questions remain to be answered.

EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS: THE RESEARCH BASE

The effectiv# school research has been reviewed ﬁxtensivelyvinzthe_past
few years, givipg;ét times the impression of an énormous research foundatioﬁ
(Austin, ﬂ981;‘Beﬁling, 1981; Clark, 1980; Edmonds, 1979, 1982; Mann, 1980;
Mullikan, 1982;4P%rkéy gnd‘Smith, 1982; Ralph and Fennessey, 1982; Rutter,
1979; Shoemaker Jnd Fraser, 1981; Squires, 1980).. However, as Purkey and
Smith (1982) point out, the studies use different designs, methods and meésureé
of effectiveness making comparisons difficult, and the numger'df studies

. p

- belies the “small number of schcols actually represgnted by the original research.

The scale of the reform it has spawned is larger than most implémentation

: s o

efforts that almed to imgiove a single aspect of a school's program (i.e.,

reading or math instruction),'andvalmost seems out of prgportion to the size

of the rgsearch base (Gersten et al.,4198£). What the studies had in common

that influenced thé}r redemption was the ability'to locate schools,tbat worked;

schools in whiqh‘boor and minority students were achieving as well as their
v

middle-class counterparts.

The work grew out of a fervent desire to demonstrate that schools could

4




make a difference. A‘ter Coleman (1966) and then Jencks (1972), school

a

people seemed convinced that they could not make a difference in the lives
of poor and'minority children. Some educators may have felt "off the hook"
by this finding, but for most it was debilitatihg to.be told that the work
theygwere pursuing would come to nought. After nore years of disappointing
results from using federal resources to improve educational outcomes, school

people and even confirmed reformers were losing faith. It appeared that in

a world in which discrimination, economic stratification, unemployment and

_familyiinsfability remained, school could not make a difference. Why should

educators keep trying?
The reason was success stories: . schools that did make a difference; -

inner city schools in which achievement scores were at or above national norms.

George Weber 'had seen for [himself] one inner-city school and had heard

reports of several others in which reading achievement was not relatively
low, in which it was, indeed about the national average or better." (in
Shoemaker and Fraser, 198l) He located three others and described elements
common to the these four effective schools. - Others began to do the same and
a flurry of forays to locate and describe "ef‘ective schools" began. With
the discovery of effective elementary schools in New York (1974) Maryland
(Austin, 1978), and Michigan (Brookover and Lezotte, 1978 Edmonds, 1979) |
faith was being rekindled.

These researchers did not doubt Coleman's conclUSion that achievement

was related to SES; but they reJected the corollary that schools therefore

'could not make a difference

The research was exploratory and descriptive, aiming to find effective

schools and then deduce characteristics associated with effectiveness.

9
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-Tesponse to Ccleman and Jencks who were talking about "school" effects.

: ~ :
- Second, the finding that school climate was associated with achievement

= IS

Individual schools seemed the appropriate unit of investigation for several

reasons. First, in many respects the search for effective schools was a

n
P
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pointed to the importance of the social system of the entire school. It
was not the individual teacher, or the individual classroom, but the system
of norms, beliefs, attitudes, formal and informal organization that mattered.

Coleman came to a related conclusion when he frund that academic achievement

~was strongly related to student attitude, particularly the student's sense

1/

of control of the school environment.= Third; in reviewing the literature

‘on change in schools, PaSsalacqua‘(lQSl) concluded that "unless the school

as a functioning social system is the focus of social change, program adoption
and effoctiye reform are not likely to occur" (p. 36). Finally, research

on teacher expectations and their influence on school norms forther supported
the emphasis on the sohool as a social unit. o

Effectiveness wa4 defined quite narrowly in most research as "a highly

. . gl s . . .
circumscribed, ¢uantitative measure of school improvement' based on basic

i
|

skills aoquisition" anﬁ measured "by'recording annual increaseo in proportionate
mastery in the lowest $ociai class." (Edmonds, 1982, Airlie House, p: 1)

The measure of effeotiveness was narrowly draﬁn andvcognitiye. It referred

to. instructional outcomes over which the schools might reasonab1y~éxercise

s

some influence. "

1. Along similar lines, the Safe Schools Study reported a relationship
between sense of control/futility and the amount of violence in a school.
That study found '"Student violence is higher in schools where more students
say that they cannot influence what will happen to them--that their future

is dependent upon the actions of others or on luck, rather than on their

own efforts." (reported in Squires, 1980, p. 9). This finding supports the
conclusion that the total climate of the school is important in understanding
effectiveness however it is measured.

6
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“Each study generated a slightly diffefent set of chafactefistics (Austin,
1979; Br?okover and Lezotte, 1977; Edmonds,'1979; and Weber, 1871; see Appéndi?
A for a ;ample of,theée sets of characteristics), but the.one that has become 3‘
dominant in the fiéld is Edmcnds'! (1982, Airlie House rcor a recent version).

He writes that effective schools are characterized by:

1. The leadership of the principal notable for substantial attention
to the quality of 1nstruct10n,

2. a pervasive and broadly understood instructiona1~focus;
3. an orderly, safe climate conducive to teaching and learning;

. : . 7 :
4. teacher behaviors that convey the expectation that all students are
expected to obtain at least-minimum mastery; and

5. the use of measures of pupil achlevement as the basis for program
evaluation. :

These charécteristicg have been derived from research in elémentary
schéols. There is one study of effective Sécondary schools (Rutter et al.,
1979); and it too concludes that the social system of the school and the
climate that it generates are related to student outcomes. Rutter found
that effective schools were those in which '""Lessons were prepargd_in advance,
the whole class was taught, pupils were kept actively engaged, high expectations
were the order of the day, school personnel modeled good behavior, students
obtained feedback about acceptable behavior, and school personnel used a lot
of praise." (in Behling, 1981, p. 10)

The characteristics identified by Edmonds and others form the backbone
of mos£ subsequent effofts to apply the research to school improvement, but
they come with some éerious disclaimers. Both researchers ahd critics of the
work suégest a cautious interpretation of several of the research findings. .

One caution centers on the issue of causality. The characteristics listed

above and those presented in Appendix A are associated with effectiveness as
. .|
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measured by scores on standardized tests. The research was not designed to

tes” whether the characteristics cause effectivensss and no causal links can

L]

be assumed (Cohen, 1981; Edmonds, 1982; Purkey and Smith, 1982; Squires, 1980).

This has seérious implications for what might'result from policy decisions to

)

create the characteristics in schools. If their presence does not cause
students to achieve at higher levels, then the effort to create them in schools
should not be expected té lead to improved test scores. Keeping this pos-
sibility in mind; some critics.;aution that:

Because of the inadequate measures -and the uncertainty of
the empirical findings, efforts to formulate policy recom-
mendations on the bases of this (effective schools) research
are scientifically premature; they are founded mainly on
personal faith and testimony rather than scientific theory
and supporting evidence. (Ralph and Fennessey, ~982, p- 3)

But for most there is so much face validity to the findings and so fervent
a desire to be successful, that even prudent. researchers are plunging ahead. -
~ Purkey and Smith (1982), after expressing many reservations conclude:
There is a good deal of common sense to the notion that a
school is more likely to have relatively high reading or _
math scores if the staff agree tn emphasize those subjects,
are serious and purposeful about the task of teaching,
expect students to learn, and create a safe and comfortable
environment in which students accurately perceive the school's
expectations for academic success and come to share them.
Such a mixture of characteristics creates a climate that
would encourage, if not guarantee, success in any endeavor
from teaching dance, to building a winning football team,
to improving children's knowledge of American history. (p. 28)
It is hard to disagree, even without research confirmation.
A second caution points to how little we know about the relative importance
of each of the individual characteristics,’ Researchers do not know anything
about their rank order importance or which are essential for effectiveness.

In addition there is disagreement about which characteristics really matter:

some are seen as ''indispensable" by one researchér and disregarded by others

&




(D'Amico, 1982). As a compromise, most recommend, as does Edmcnds, tﬂat
"td:advanceveffectiveness a school must implement all of thé characteristics
’at once.'" (1982, p. 6) Millikan (1582), in recent work with administratcrs
in' Pennsylvania, displayed the uncertainty more dramatically, prefacing the
“list of ‘important characteristics with the following:

THE READER SHOULD NOTE ‘THAT SOME OF THE FINDiNGS CONFLICT.

THIS ONLY ENHANCES THE FACT THAT ALL THESE FINDINGS MUST

BE VIEWED AS A WHOLE, AND DECISIONS MUST BE MADE ABOUT

'THE KINDS OF THINGS THAT ARE "MOST LIKELY TO IMPACT LOCALLY.

(p. 2, Capitals in the original)
The quote embodies the diiemma faced bf school people trying to use the
. research. . On the one hand they are told that the entire set of characteristics
is necessary; on the other they are told that they will have to make some
decisions about the relative importance of the characteristics becauce
different studies have generated different lists. The 1ack of a fifm empirical
base Secomesyapparent ic‘the process of trying to make decisions about.hcw
to proceed at the local level.
o
Yet anocher limitation of the research is that it provides no guidance
for creating the desired effective school characteristics in staff or schools.
The research points .out what is desirable, but says littig about what tﬁc
terms mean and how to implement them. For example, "schoo} climate" is a
central metaphor in the effective schools research and an effective school.
has to havc a good one. But what is a good, healthy, constructive climate?
Is it tﬁe same in Detroit as it is in South Dakota? And how do you create it?
More specifically, how do local practitioners use the research to qéfine

the appropriate behavicrs of a principal? Thexe is contradictory data on

the behaviors of effective principals. Austin (1979) found that the effective

principal paid a great deal of attention to instruction; Spartz (1977) found

9.




that effective principalé emphasized tl.e administrative side of their jobs
(in Purkey and Smith, 1982). Edmonds says that the leadership of the principal
may not always be that important:

Some schools are instructionally effective for the poor

because they have a tyrannical principal who compels the-

teachers to bring all children to a minimum level of mastery

of basic skills. ‘Some schools are effective because they

have a self-generating teacher corps that has a critical

mass of dedicated people who #-: committed to be effective

for all the children they teact. Some schools are effective

because they have a highly politicized Parent Teacher

Organization that holds the schools to close instructional

account. The point here is to make clear at the outset that

no one model explains school effectiveness for thé poor or

any other social class subset. (E@mbnds, 1979, p. 31-32) .
And even if we knew which kind of principal was -ppropriate in a particular
setting, there is little knowledge about how to forge that principal out of
the one who already has the job.

Finally, there are cautions arising from the design-of some studies.
Most rely on a very small-number of schools. The case studies represent a
T .

total of 43 schools; those studies relying on the identification of statistical
outliers use from two to ‘twelve schools in their final samples.Z/ Small =
sample size makes generalizing risky. In the outlier studies (for example '
Austin's work) it leads to '"the possibility that the characteristics which
. 0 :
appear to discriminate between high and low outliers are chance events." ,
(Purkey and Smith, 1982, p.-8) ﬁalph and Fennessey (1982) point out tha+*
the studies do nct always use comparable measures of effectiveness, furthes

limiting the persuasiveness of the findings. Hawkins (1982), Huitt, Caldwell

and Segars (1982), Frechtling (1982), and Myerbérg (1982) among others are

2. Outliers are schools in which achievement scores are statistically deter-
mined to be much higher or lower than would be expected given the SES of the
~student population.

10




.
addressing this problem by developing mere accurate and comparable ways of
measuring both éffectiVehess and SES;

The Rutter (1979) study of secondary schools has also comé in for its
share of criticism. Cuttance (1979) takes iésue with‘the‘inférences.drawn
from the statistical analysis, noting that little can be said of the magnitude
of the school ef%ect reported because ttre ahalysis used was a log linear
model. He cautions against considering the Tesearch as other than exploratory.
Purkey_and Smith (1982) note that only two of Rutter's sshools can be called
academically effective, an important caveat when relating tﬂe wd}k to an
American context in which academic acﬂiévement has been the core measure of '’
Aeffectivenesé. Rutter himself cautions -against making quick leaps from the
findinés to practice. For example, in talking about the amount of time spent
on lessons, ceriiinly a measure of 1nstruct10nal focus, he p01nts out' that:

- The measur= of tire spent on the lesson topic was not
significan: i% a2ssoui3ted with academic success. An
attentive w*z] -behav:d class provides the opportunity
for effe<tive teacii.g and productive learning. What
use is made a¥ {i¢ opportunity, however, will be crucial
in determlnlng just what and how much the children learn.

(Rutter, 1979, p. .116)

Nonetheless, the similarity of the findings--regardless of the size of
the sample or the method of study or the measure of effectiveness--have been‘
convincing. In spite of their own reservations, researchers have developed
programs -0f school improvement basea on findings from the effective schools

research.

EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS: PROGRAMS OF IMPROVEMENT >

N

As we noted earlier, the findings--the set of essential characteristics--
do not come complete with a strategy for creating them in schools. There is

"

no recipe, no step-by-step road map leading from ineffective to effective,

6 .
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and those responsible for the research do not really suggest that there is
one. They:are QUite aware that the path to effectiveness'has yet to be
‘clea;eq. Edmonds, for example ha§ "ehdimous"_;onfidence in the reéearch
conclusions themsel/es, yet is less confident about how to "translate what
you bclieve to be sound research canclusions into a program whose intent
is to medify ﬁhe interaction bqgweenlschools and children in s;hools who
ordinarily do not profit from the ;ay we do things." (Edmonds, Oct. 31, 1980)
As a result, there is no single "effective schoois program', packaéed
and ready for delivery. The effective schools researchers have not developed
comprzhensive, systematic, detailed programs with implementation guides, but
have instead urgedlothers to develop their own, using their own_ipgenuity
(Purkey and Sm;th,_}982). One re;ult is that thgre are very nearly as many
different "efféctive schools\progrhms" as their are '"developers'", and developers

.

range from the old developer network of labs and centers to new private entre-

- -

prenuers, state departments uf:educatioﬂ,-local districts ané individual
schools. This means that the programs Spawned'bf the research are quite
differernt from innovations of recent yedrs: no paciaged program is being
imporfed by schools in the hope that improvement will result from doing some-
thing fo or for teachers. Furthermofe, there is no offical stamp of approval
to guarantee that what is being done wiil work: the validation arm of the
federal education agency has yet to certify effective schools programs. The
programg are also different in that they place considerably more emphasis

on the role of process‘than old programs did. 'They reflect an awareness ofi
the importance of process born out of the previously unsuccessful improvement
efforts which only nodded in that direction. As Mann write;:

I think that in telling us what has not wcrked there are
very strong hints about how to do things differently. . . .

12




Successfully implementing an instructionally effective
school requires that we maximize user self-interest,
natural entry points, heuristic and eclectic management, “
and that we honor the implications of learning theory for
adults just as for children (e.g., clear tasks, sense of
fate control, client choice, edrly success, non-aversive : T
feedback, selective reinforcement, etc.). (Mann, 1981, p. )

fodn

This-orichfation to change has meant that‘improvement programs called
effectiﬁe schools can vary widely ih the specificitycof'their components.
Seme describe broad goals anﬁﬂstrategies leaving it up to locals to shape
their own programs. Others proéide decailcd procedures and structures for
specific actions. The rationale behind this apﬁroach festcli).on tﬁz fact
that research says little about how to achieve the characteristics, and- 2) on

~the knowledge gained from practice that “'strategies that enhance adoption

in ofie school setting may not be optimal for program adoption in another

<,

school. . . . strategies ._. . must be contingent upon the unique organizational

;etting." (Passalacqua, 1981{ pP. 35). There is a faith that locally developed
programs with teacher commitmenc and principal involvement will lead to
desired outcomes.’ '

~Although a detailed review of the prcgrahs is the focus ofﬂVolpme'II,
some program featcrés are worth noting now. It is the-general»features and
the processes for implemcnting them that are important when considering the

feasibility of applying this research to secondary schools.

Prograh Features

e

’

4 . :
‘'There is not much novelty in the classrooms and corridors of effective
_ schools.. They are orderly, teachers are in their own classrooms teaching,
children are in their seats and attentive to their work, and the principal

is functioning as the instructional leader. What is new, say the researchers

5 ! )

and program developers, is the attempt to deVelop these characteristics and

13 -
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environments in schools in which they héve not genera]1y existed (Tomlinson,
1982); As we have mqntioned éarlier, hdwever,_thefdesire to be successful
is greater than are the directions issuing from the research."Local effdrts
séem to depend on generous H%lpings 6f faith,.common sense and hard work.

buttressed by research on, and practical experience with, the implementation

of educational innovations. This is a roll-up~-the-shirt-sleeves effort, not

" a whiz-bang flash from which miracles will resuit.

We men;ion this at the outset to bIUAt'another criticism. Purkey and
Smith (1982) and Tomlinson (1982) among others find fault wifh this reform
by saying that its proponehrs tout it as a-quick and easy fix. Some districts
may use it in this way, but conversations with practitioners involved in
the process most often reveal the opposite. iSchooi péople“do not talk about
the creation of &n effective school as an innovation; they desEfibe it as an
on-going: long-term'process.that will alter beliefs, relationships ;nd . 8
emphases in the school (Miller, 1981; conversations with school site people).
They describe the effort as one that takes time and hard work and from which
it is inappropriate to expect magnificent results immediately.  One can doubt

-

that the research base merits the high degree of faith, but the effort itself

& -

often sounds serious and comprehensive, demanding commitment rather than lip-
service. Some of the seriousness may be a function of the first program

feature.

1. School building staff commitment to the effort. Virtually all

programs stress the importance of staff commitment to the creation of an

effective school. Since effectiveness is a function of teacher and principal

expectations and behaviors and a broadly understood instructional focus.

It is not surprising that the consent if not the eager participation of

14
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teachers would be critical. How do schools create that commitment where

it does not now exist? Two aﬁproaches seem to~be taken; 'In some districts,
a school participates in a program only if the entire staff agrees to
participate. In other words; school staffs volunreer and commitment jis
intrinsic. However in others, district administrators encourage or mandate
participation. In Milwaukee, for example, administrarors deseribed some

resistance to participate (and dismay at being'named'part of an ineffective

'school). However the feelings dissipated over time as a functlon of teacher

acceptance (Larkin, 1982).‘ In other districts, mandatory.part1c1pation was
thought to have led to less serious efforts and probably to less impressiye

impact (phone conversation with program people).

At the administrative level, commitment can be dlsplayed by hav1ng the
superintendent release teachers during the day for workshons and planning
team time, rather than requir: them to contribute their own time to the
program. Principals too may be given assistance with administrative managerial
work in order to provide them with time to devote to instructional issues.
Teacher, central nffice and principal eommitment together are seen ae hey
to etarting to create the consensus and elimate of an effective school.

2. Developing high expectations. Early in most programs, workshops

OT awareness sessions are devoted to convincing the unconvinced 1) that all
children can learn, and 2) that teacher expectations influence student
achievehent. The form of the'sessione vary from brief reviews of research
to more elaborate activities that help teachers assess their own beliefs

and expectatlons, In the latter, more in-depth approach teachers mlght
observe each other and discuss, for example, patterns by which’they call

on children to answer questions. Teachers may.learn that they call most

15 -
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frequently on children likely to know the answérs: An outside'consuitant
might then help them understand the implications of such patterns (some
children are no longer expected to know the answer,:- come to believa that
they can't know the answef and noilongef try), and provide techniques tor
'_alter teacher/student inferactions. Whatever the approach, however, the =
effort to convince teachers that all children can learn, and that thelr

expectations and related actions 1nf1uence ch11dren s achlevement are a

part of virtually all programs.

3. Effective classroom research. Although some programs'do%not'fOCUS
much attention on helping teachers with their inStructional skills"others
depend heavily on the accumulating research on effective classrooms. In-
d1v1dua1 districts or school buildings select the partlcular klnds of in«
formation that they want, but generally the focus is on research that
describes effective classrqoms as those with "order, stfucture, pnrposefula
ness, a humane atmosphére, and the use of appropriate instructicnal ;echniques.""
(Purkey and Smith, 1982, p. 28) This set of effective claésroom character-
istics meshea nicely with the characteristics of effecti&e schools, buf
leaves people wondering how td create thosebclassrooms in their own schoolé.
To provide asSistance, outside experts afe'often brought in to.discussb
fésearch findings on instructional strategies, mastery learning, time on
task 1nd1v1dua1121ng 1nstruct10n, teaching materials and classroom manaée-
ment (Mann, 1981), offering teachers strategies to try in theiy- rooms.

The body of pract1ca1 applications that has grown out of{ﬂ{é research

. , on effectlve teaching and classrooms is too large to review in this paper,:-.

7 3

however two points are worth mentlonlng as general cautlons. First, although

there is a literature on effective’ teaching, conclusions about what ought

16
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to be done sometimes are hased on what happened to be seen in classrooms

and not on that empirical base. For example,vRutfer repofts_greater
academic outcomes in secondary schools with lessons in whieh teachers
"spent.higher proportions of their time interacting with the class as a
whole, rather thanvwith individual pupiis." (Rutter et al., 1979, p. 116)

One camnot infer from this obServatiqn, however, that whole class .instruction
is superior to an individualized approach. As the authors point out, they
urarely Saw clasees with other than a whole class instructional fofmat.

What they learned was that achievement and other outcome measures were

associated with different interaction patterns in whole group lessons.

They did not investigate the relative benefits of a variety of instructional

-
.

organizations. .
Second, even if one looks at a broad range of research on effective

1nstruct10ﬂ‘and classroom organization, the f1nd1ngs are not any more con-

clusive. Although there are many devotees of whole class instruction who

can offer some evidence of its efficacy (Medley, 1977;‘Rosenshine, 1979;

Dunn, 1979), others argue that individualized instruction can also be

effective, and that effectlveness often depends on the teacher Rossmiller

for example cohcluded that "some teachers’ are much better than others at

keeping students engaged 'and the instruction mode doesn't make a heck of

:a lot of diffe;ence'." (in Behling, 1979, p. 17)' Mediey also netes that

""the characteristics of effective inst;uction vary by the social class

background of the child," (in Mann, 1981) a finding with political implications

for any improvement effort.

4. Outcome measures to determine effectiveness. Most schools are

concerned with effectlveness measured by scores on standardized achievement

7 :
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tests.~ Some districts use national, norm referenced tests; othei, either

alone or with the support of the SEA develop criterion referenced tests. *

Al

'Regardless of the specific measure, however, it is 1mportant to be c1ear

about what effectiveness means . For the students in these schools, the
poor and the minorities,eeffectiveness does not equal high academic ﬁuality.
The goal is to achieve minimal narrow (albeit important) measures of
effectiveness, measures that would not be sufficient in middle-class
schools. As Edmonds notes:

Instructional effectiveness occurs when all students

obtain at least minimum academic mastery as measured

by standardized achievement tests. Academic quality

occurs when students advance on measures of independent

thinking, more sophisticated comprehension and other

intangible measures of intellectual gain.

(Edmonds, 1982, Airlie House, pP- 2)

The goal then is ambitious but not overly so. For in passing, at least

" fo¥wnow, on developing "independent thinking and more sophisticated com-

prehension" skills associated with middle and upper middle class schools,
it suggests different eoucatiOnal goals‘for'different social classes. -

“ The oertow measure of effectiveness also raises questions about the
impact of the progfams on ;tudents who are currently achieving quite weli
ih schools that are not‘instructionaily effective for many. If the in-

structional goals and practices recommended are appropriate for poor and

-minority children who have not beer successful in schools, are they also

appropriate for children who have been successful? Or will these practices
provide less, rather than more for some children? Perhaps not, but little
attention in the literature has been wirected to high achieving students

in these schools and their instructional needs.

3. A second, frequently stated goal is improved student discipline. This
is sometimes a primary goal at the secondary level.
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5. Local program development. Program development usually begins

with a few staff members reviewing and synthesizing the literature on.
effective schools and effective'teaching, seleeting what is relevant for
their situation. Research knowledge that has been 51fted carefully for
its utility is a basic component of program develoPment.

Reviews of the research are usually féllowed.by local decisions about
how to proceed: how to assess ‘the school; what pr10r1t1es to set; what
strategies to employ, which people will lead the effort; and how to’monitor
and evaluate procedures and outcomes. Districts may employ the resources
of state departments, universities, labs or nelghborlng ;chool districts,
but in the end, effective school programs are.fashloned locally, tailored
out of accumulaped wisdom to fit building level conditions. Local develop-
ment and high levels of particibation.are sensible given thevweak state of
the art of knowledge on how to create effective schools-(Miles,'1981)

In addltlon the process is a way to géﬁéié%e and maintain strong staff -
commi tment and promote a.hlgh level of 1mp1ementation.v ‘

In a sense,~rhis reform strategy inverts a traditional process. Not
toorlong ago, researchers studied school problems; described them and pro~
posed solutions. Developers, who spﬁetiaes were the'researchers, developed
programs to ameliorate if not eliminate the problems.. Then facilitators
of various sorts‘tried to implement the improvement'strategy in schools.

It was an approaeh that was not always successful. In the current change
effort, teachers’ and pr1nc1pals have the opportunity to p1ck the research,

the priorities, and the strategie$ that speak to problems they have identified

for themselves. They can reject or ignore the rest.
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Summary. The program features described in this section concern
attitudes, processes and techniques. Although they characterize effective
school programs that %re in elementary schools for the mogt part, they do
have relevance for sq&ondary'schools. However squndéry schools afé
organizationally dis?inct.from eleﬁentary schodls,'suggesting that some

o : :
new considerations ahd adaptations may be necessary in applying research
on effective schools to secondary schools. We turn to some of fhese dis-

tinctions and their implications in the last section of the paper.

‘Considering Effective Secondary Schools

We began this paper with a question and we return to it now. What is
an effective secondary school for poor and minority children? And further-
more, are its characteristics different from those of an effective elementary

scheol? Research can answer the second question once there is some agree-

-ment on an answer to the first. As yet, there is no agreement on the first.

In order to achieve the definition of an effective elementary school,
people had to agree that academic achievement étumiddle class levels was '
the_appropriate'criterion. This was a value judgment, not a research con-
clusion. There are many other criteria that could have been chosen. At
this time, there is no definition of an effecfive high school along com-
parabie limited, measurable dimensions, or along any others; And with the
exception of the Rutter's (1979) work in London secondary schools and
Firestoﬁe and Herriott’s'(1982) considefation of the organizational dif-
ferences between elementary and secondary schools, we have found nothing

N .

that addresses these central issues.

"

Given the lack of a definition of an effective secondary school, and

the paucity of research on effectiveness at this level, we review the

o~
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existingiliterature with the aim of ;;ising questions. A more in-depth
analysis of the 1mp11cat10ns of using the existing body of elementary school
research as the basis for secondary school reerm, and descriptions of ways
in which programs are currently moving forward in secondary schools will
appear as Voiumé IIT of this repoft-(forthéoﬁing). v ( .

The research base. Rutter et al. (1979) provide us with the research

on which to base a discussion of effective secondary schools. There are

two important advantages to their approach that are generally absent in

the American elementafy school studies. First, they were concerned with

a range of outcomes--diScipline, vandalism, attendance, for example as

well as academic achievement. This orientation poiﬁts us to the multiplicity
of outcomes that schoolé can influence. Seccnd, they used a longitudinal

proach; studying their schools over a period of five years rather than

takidqg a snapshot of effectiveness at a 51ng1e p01nt in time. If variables
rema1n~1mportant and assoc1ated w1th outcomes over tlme, they will proviaé
more credence to those thinking about creating them in their own schools.
‘ In constructing thé ;esearch in this more elaborate fashion, Rutter

has pointed us to important questions that must be raised, but cannot yet

be answered. High-schools have many purposes for all students and different
purposes for different sets of students. They provide vocationél training,
a terminal generaliacadémic program,‘and a college preparatory program.
(This excludes all of the non—progrﬁm functions and purposes that can be :
found in today's comprehensive high schools.) Should effectiveness be
meésuréﬁ differently depending on the studehts' post high‘scﬁool goals?
Should we expect diver;e or similar academic outcdmes from $tudents in
the samé high school but in different programs? Should academic outcomgs

21
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be measured differently for pbbr and hinority‘students in a heterogeneous
high school? If academic achievement is the measufe of effectiveness,

what should be the instfumént? The SAT oT another test of aéﬁievement?

And if we remain with limited academic méasﬁfes, what are we‘éaying aboup
the importance of higher order thinking skills that have beéﬁ-felegated

to the éxcellence*domain in elementary schools? Are they to Be'included

in a definition of effectiveness at the secondary level? Or omitted again?-

. : . o
Organizational considerations. If we move beyond the difficult

definitional questions, we can consider the 6rganizationa1‘differences
between elementary and secondary schools tha; face résearchéfs and developers
as they try to design/adépt programs for secondary schocls based on the
‘elementary school experience. Again, our purpose in this sectibn is to
describe thq differences and then raise’éuestions that remain to be answered.

Firestone and Herriott (1982) considered some of the characteristics

of effective schools (instructional goals and leadership for example) played

4/

out on a random sample of elementary and secondary schools. In éomparing

elementary and secondary schools on their major climate variable, "agreément
on instructional goals," they used seven student outcomes (not listed in
their report) and found only one difference related to the elementary/

secondary distinction: "importance of emphasis on basic skills.'" More

elementary teachers rank it as important (44%) than do secondary teachers (30%). h

4. Because the effective schools characteristics were not derived from
middle-class or average schools, we do not know whether there are confounding
variables that have influenced their findings with this random sample. In
other words, this study does more than compare effective elementary and
secondary schools for poor and minority students. It compares the range

of elementary and secondary schools. Thus there is the potential for con-
fusion raised by differences in the kinds of schools-by-social class--sample.

N
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Firestone and Herriott suggest that this difference is a functiqn of
specialization at the secondary level. Given the special kinds of courses
offered in secondary schodls, basic skills-may be an ipappropriate focus

for some teachgrs (art, music, home economics, foreign 1anguages: vocational
teachers, for example). Fut it's interesting to note that whatever the
level, less than half of the teachers feel that an emphasis on basic ckills
is important, and om six out of the seven indicators cf agreement on in-
structional goals, there was no differehce between elementary and secondary
teachers.

The authors aléo considered "instructional leadership" an important
chafacteristic of elementary effective schools. Looking at four measures
of leadership, they found one in which there was a differgnce between
elementary and secondary schools: the pfincipal seems to have less in-
fluence at the secondary school level over c;assroom instruction. This
is partly due to school size; and pértly due to time constraints that prevent
thé priﬁcipal frem attending to classroom issues. Firestbne and Herrjott

found tnat influence over what is taught and which innovations are adopted

is similar at both levels. Communication between principals and teachers
is similarly infrequent at both levels.
It would be wrong to make broad generalizations from a single research

study, but one implication suggested by this work is that although

elementary and secondary schools have organizational differences, perhaps
the characteristics of effectiveness are not vefy different, oxr at least
are also present in secondary schools. However, their presence does not
tell us ‘whether they are associated with a measure of effectiveness, and,
as mentioned earlier, there is as yet no measure of effectiveness for

secondary schools for poor and minority students, ;
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In drawing their own conclusions from the research, Firestone and

Herriott lead us to ask other questions.. They conclude that there is a
greater sense of purpose in elementary schools as measured by an emphasis
on basic skills. Perhaps, but would it be an improvement to have this

emphasis in secondary schools, or would diverse academic goals make more

sense?

They conclude that the principal has a greater opportunity to ﬁe the
instructional leader in an elementary schoolT Again, perhaps, if direct
involvement with classrooms and teachers is key. But can department chair-
Persons gf assistant principals be instructional leaders? Or as Edmonds
suggests, can groups of teachers fulfill this function? And to take the
question a step farther, what kind of leadersﬁip structure makes a secdndary
school more effective? ‘ . |

Finally, they conclude that high schools are structurally looser than
their elementary counterparté. But what:@bout thebstructures of the depart-
ments? Are they structurally tight and dées their organizgtion have im-
plications for instructional effectiveness? And what about some of the
tightness imposed by the subject matter focus of teachers?

The - Firestone and Herriott papér points us to.important questions and
suggests again the need for. some definitions of effectiveness in secondary
schools. Without the definitions, there are no standards against which

to evaluate the interactions and emphases that are described.

Other organizational considerations. There are -other organizational

features of secondary schools that may bé important when developihg or

7

identifying effectiveness, and we raise some of them briefly here to alert

the reader to areas that need further work.
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First is the reaiity of tracking or levelling. Currently different
tracks requiré different amouﬁts of.work from students, set up diffefent
expeétationé, teach different kinds ofvcontent, and sometimes employ'dif-
fefent teaching strategies (Oakes, .1980). How should {hese be considered
when trying to create effective secondary schools? '§econd, in many Highﬁ-
schools students choose the level of their classes, their teachers, and the
amoﬁnt of time they spend in school each day. Their choices reflect their
own goals and priorifies. For high school students who have jobs and other
activities, school is not as central ar activity as it méy be to elementary
students. What is the relationship betwecn the students' goals and the
effectiveness of‘the school? Would stﬁdents with one set of goals find
a school more or less effective in helping them achieve their goals than
students with another sét? Third, teachers are subject matter oriented
at the secondary level, although they certainly are élso cdncerned wifh the
total development of students. However, given subject ma%ter‘orientation,
department structure and the size of secondary schools, teachers seem less
oriented to a school-wide instructional focug than at the elementary level.
What are the implications of this orientation? ‘Fodrth, at the elementary
level one teacher has a class of students for the entire year. There is
the opportunity to develop over time a classroom climate that is cohesive
and effective, It is possible to develop effecpive classroom climates in
secondary schools; but at the secondary level groups of children and teachers
change every 50 minutes or so, ahd‘entire schgdules may chénge two or
three times a year depending on the length of a'school term. These

structural differences between elementary and secondary schools seem

relevant to any consideration of the development of both school and classroom

- 2
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climates can't be built qvernight.

climate. The situation in secondary schools is more fluid, and , ,
1
|

CONCLUSION

There is no question that the process and attitude features of effect:
schools programs can be adapted to secondary séhools. And there is little
reason to think that involving secondary teachers in developing their own )
program‘of school improvement designed to make their school more effective
would not generate some benefits to the students in the school. However,
if one wénts to look to a research base to justify those improvements and
the direction of change, then weaknesses appear.‘ At this time, there is
no firm research base to guide improvement programs in the seéondary schools. -
More.critically, there is no agreement on whét an effective secondary school
should look like. The latter is not a research question, but merits sgirited

debate.

The research base for elementary school effectiveness exists but has

. the weaknesses described earlier. The result of some of the on-going improve-

ment efforts should help to answer questions about the causal connections
between the characteristics of effective schools and student outcomes. For
the moment it seems prudent to consider modest aims for secondary schools

when using this research as a guide (Gray, 1980).
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INGREDIENTS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS* .

1. Strong leadership by the school principal and
designated others. '
'2. . An evaluation system including student progress,
- staff, and the school itself.
3. Consensus on goals for the school; consensus on
‘ ' clearly understood teaching objectives and the
priorities assigned to those objectives. ’

4. A considerable degree of autonomy for the school,
allowing shared decision making by all those in
.. th'e school community (parents, teachers, students,
the principal). A meaningful level of participation
by'thg parents. ’

5. 'Community involvement includina utilization of
available rescurces and responsiveness to the
community. '

6. A focus on achievement and high expectations for
all students. :

7. The schopl’tonsidering itself a problem-solving unit.

8.  Harmony between research on the learner and learning
Process and practice. ’ '

9. In-service training and staff development for teéching

staff. » ‘ .

10. A school climate that is orderly, serious, safe and
attractive. : : -

This and the next four pages are taken from "Effective Schools: A positive
force in the northeast", produced by the Northeast Regional Exchange,
Chelmsford, MA.’ ' :

- *Report on Symposium on Effective Schools
Mational Committee for Citizens in Education
 Columbia, Maryland, June, 1980.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL

Safe and Orderly Environment _

There ‘is an orderaly étmosphere which is free froh the threat of
physical harm or 1nc1m1dat1on and is conducive to teaching and
learning.

Strong Instructiona1 Leadership

The pr1nc1pa1 acts as the 1nstruct1ona1 leader who effectively
communicates the mission of the school to staff, parents and
students and who understands and applies the character1st1cs of
1nstruct1ona1 effectiveness in working with the school communities.

H1hh Expectations

The school displays a climate of expectation in which the staff
believes and demonstrates that students can reach extended levels
of achievement and that they (the staff) have the capacity and
responsibility to deliver the required instructional proqram.

C1ear School Miséion,

There is a clearly-articulated mission of the school through
which the staff shares an understanding and committment to

instructional goals, pr1or1t1es, assessment procedures and
accountab111ty

Opportunities to Learn and Time on Task

A s1gn1f1cant amount of school time is devoted to providing -
opportunities for direct student participation in learning activity.
Instructional time on task is observed mon1tored and modified by
school staff.

- Frequent Monitoring of Pupil Progress

Pupil progress is frequently monitored. through several methods
ranging from traditional practices of teacher-made testing to use
of sophisticated methods of criterion referenced or standardized
evaluations.

Parenta] and Community Involvement

The staff seeks to bring parents 1nto a co-act1ve ro1e in ach1ev1ng
vihe.instruct1ona1~gea1s of-the-school. - 34
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EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS: A SUMMARY OF RECENT RESEARCH '

Most recent research agrees that there are a few important characteristics
of "good" schools.  Whether one uses an objective measure, such as student
achievement, or a sub3ert1v& measure, such as the school's reputation, these
factors appear and reappear in the schools that are recognized as effective.

In general, these factors have 'to do with the leadership and “climate" of
the~schoo1, and the .curriculum and instruction.

In the effective school, the teacher:

- focuses on small units of learning

&

- doesn't allow the student to progress to step.tﬁo.
until step one has been learned

- continually evaluates student learning to determine
whether she/he understands: .and is ready to move on

- does not allow students to fa]l behind, but instead
ensures student success

- emphasizes the basic skills of reading and math

- states clearly to students the instructional goals
so students know what is expected

- has righ expectations for all students

- tells the student clearly and immediately when the
student does or does not understand the instruction

- does not label children ,
- focuses student attention on the instruction at hand

- spends @ minimum. amount of time on non-inst tructional
activities (hand1ng out papers, arranging seats,
discipline) 2nd a maximum amount of time on actual
instruction (as opposed to drill-work, seat-work,
workbooks, etc.)

- is 1nvo1ved in and committed to the to;a] school
operation and therﬂby sets an example to students

- does not rely on a 51ng1e curr1CU1um or a 51ng1e
teaching technique

- teaches students not just what to learn, but
how to learrn




In an

effective school, the principal:

is the educat1ona1 Teader

estab11shes clear priorities and 1nvo]ves
teachers in decision-making

sets clear rules and applies them consistently

emphasizes achievement and evaluation of basic
objectives

spends t1me in the c]assroom, teaching and
observing

has the ability to delegate and has faith
in the competency of others -

’

has high expectations of teachers and makes
clear to tzachers what is expected

is able to adjust his/her 1eadersh1p style
according to the situation

has central office support
concentrates on program deve]opment

involves students in the operat1on of the
school and makes them responsible for aspects
of the operation

gains cpmmun1ty support

makes it as easy as possib]g%ﬁgi teachers to
spend their time teaching

sets an example to students and faculty that
1earning is the most important work of the

school (and doesn't, for example, interrupt
instruction with messages over the intercom)

Deputy Commissioners Office
State Dept. of Education
Montpelier, VT 05602




School Processes

Academic Emphnsla

Skills of Teachers

Teachers Actions in
Lessons

Rewards and Punishments
Pun i stunent

Rewyrds

Pupll Conditions

Responsibility and
Participatlion

Staff Organization

i

Asduuiatey Wi SCHOLL OUTCOMES

Measures

llomework was frequently assigned by teachers
Administrators checked that teachers assigned homework
Teachers expecied students to pass national exams

Work displayed on classroom walls -
Proportion of school week devoted to teaching
Proportion of students reporting library use

Course planning done by groups of teachers

Experienced teachers had higher proportlon of time spent on task
Inexperienced teachers in above average schools developed classroom management
skills more easily and quickly

Teachers spent more time on lesson tepic :

Teachers spent less time with equipment, diacipline and handing out papers
Teachers interacted with class as a whole

Teachers ptovlded time for periods of quiet work

Teachers ended lessons on time :

fGenerally recognized and accepted standards of discipline uniformly enforced by leaders

Teachers praised work in class . o : .
Public praise of pupiis in meetings T
Dlsplay of work on walls

Access to telephone, provisions of hot drinks, etc.
Care and decoration of classroom

-Provision of school outings

Studenta approach staff member about a personal problem o .
Teachers would see students at any time - ,

Proportion of students holding leadership positions
Student participation in assemblies

Students participated in charity organized by echool
Students brought books and pencils to class

Teachers planned courses jointly

Teachers said they had adequate clerical help
Administration checked to see that teachers guve homework
Administration aware of staff punctuality :

" Teachers felt their viewy were represented in decision mukiuk

naructcristics of Lffective Schools: The Importance of School Processes, David A, Squiree. Research :}f}

for Better Qchools, Philadelphia, 1980.

=]
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EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS

Listed here are the characteristics of schools that
exist right now and have increased student achievement.

The research: The R;nd Report, Stuart Rankin, Klitzgaard and
: Hall, Ronald Edmonds, Walter Brookover and
Lawrence Lezotte * :

The findings:

e effective schools hold high expectations for
students and teachers

e effective schools monitor student progress
- carefully, report results and use them to
improve teaching

o effective schools maintain an academic

emphasis and students have the opportunity to
learn expected content

o effective schools use materials at the appro-~
priate level of difficulty

e effective scheols maintain more praise than
criticism

e effective schools assure adequate time-on-task

* through teacher planning and classroom manage-
—.-. ment - . v -

o effective schools hive strong, successful_
programs in the early grades - a longer
instructional day, with a strict basic skills
curriculum

—_— PR, -

e effective schools exhibit an orderly environ-
ment and maintain uniform standards for

/ ~discipline

) effectf;e school principais’exhibit strong
leadership qualities -
' )

e effective schools recognize and understand
cultural differences 'in ¢iildren

~

This and the next three pages are taken from Mullikan, Thbmas,"Approaching
the Research on Effective Schools and Effective flassrrom<" Pennsylvania
Department of Education, May 1982 .
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"EFFECTIVE SECONDARY SCHOOLS - -

Walter Bré@kover, of the University of Michigam, has
researched effective secondary schools and found the

following

variables:

a belief that students can learn

a belief that teachers can teach their students

a belief by students that they can learn and
be successful in school )

high expectations for student success and high
academic standards

clear norms of appropriate behavior
a manageable school size

a principal who is an assertive instructional
leader

a teacher as instructor to all students and respon-
sible for learning

a student as learner with the stress on academic
achievement and appropriate behavior

‘clear and sought after school goals and objectives

reinforcement - rewards and praise for students

direct, whole group inmstruction

increased time-on~task

regular monitoring or assessment of student
learning and school effectiveness

student team cooperation and learning

40




EFFECTIVE RURAL SCHOOLS -. -

In addition to the characteristics for effective
schools, the following have been found to describe successes.

in a variety of rural settings:

The research: The Journalism Research Fellowship Report,

National School Public Relations Association.

The findings:

‘community

development and growth

effective rural .schools assess community social’
dynamics to develop '"grass roots efforts" for
approaching learning

rural school issues are community issues

rural schools maintain total immersion in the

~>

rural school curriculum, while emphaéizing the
academics, provides skills, attitudes and under-
standings for a real world ’

rural schools maintain effective career education

and work study programs
" ]

after-school activities are often conducted by

members of the community (sewing, choir, football)

: , Lo
effective rural secondary schools encourage adults
to attend classes

‘students work together, with older students helping

younger ones (particuarly in elementary schools)-

effective rural schools ‘take advantage of their
setting and maintain environmental education

programs _ S

effective rural school districts work togethef,'

pulling resources from a central .location (e.g.
intermadiate units, ceutrai computer centers,
public television) and tend to share specialized
staff

effective rurgl schools maintain a strict disci-
pline code

o

staff in effective rural schools tend to live in
and be a part of the community :

effectiv9~rural schools provide on-going staff

o
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EFFECTIVE URBAN SCHOOLS

In addition to the research for school effectiveness
listed on p. 3, most of which was conducted in urban settings, - !
specific variables stand out in miny of the schools. °

]

' The_research: Ronald Edmonds, Federal Reserve Bark Study,
Walter Brookover and Lawrence Lezotte.

The findings:

|
1
e an instructional emphasis od basic skills v

-® a school climate conducive to learning

® an ongoing assessment of pupil progress
e high expectations for student learning; no children

are permitted to fall beiow realistic levels of
achievement

strong school leadership and support

the knowledge and use of appropriate principles of

_learning

® an instructional emphasis and commitment to teaching
and learning the basic skills

- including social studies, reading, language
development and sciencc™

- with less allocated time for maihématics,
physical education and health®

with a largé number of adult volunteers in
mathematics classes* :

s high levels of parent involvement ‘

e limited use of classroom instructional groups

e fewer paid aides in reading classes®

*See Edmonds, R., Effective schools for the urban poor.
Educational Leadership, October, 1978, pp. 15-24,




\

The following characteristics were identified as strongly associated
with secondary school effectiveness. (Rutter,M. et al. Fifteen Thousand
Hours: Secondary Schools and their Effects on Chlldren Cambridge, MA:

Harvard Unlver51ty Press, 1979.

Lessons were prepared in advance.

.The whole class was taught.

Pupils were kept écfively engaged.

High ekpeﬁtations were the order of the day.

-n

School persormnel modeled good behavior.
Students obtained feedback about acceptable behavior.

School personnel used a lot of praise.
This list was taken from Behling,
H.E., Jr. '"What Research Says About
About Effective Schools and Effective
Classrooms" Northeast Regional
Exchange, Chelmsford, MA. 1981
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"Milwaukee's Projeci

* Figure 1. The Essential Elements of Effective Schoolmg

A. School Climate _
1. Strong sense of academic mission
2. High sxpectations conveyed to all students
3. Strony sense of student identification/affiliation
4. High level of professional collegiality amony statf
5. Recognition of personal/academic excellence

8. Curriculum

1. Grade level expectations and standards n reading, math,
and language
2. Planning and monitoring for full content coverage

-G Instruction

1. Efficient cfassroom managemenl lhrough structured
learning environment

2. Academic priority evidenced in mcreased amount of alio-

cated time

3. Key instructional behaviors (revuew and huomework
check developmental lesson, process/product check, ac-
tively monitored seatwork. relaled homework assign-
ment)

. Direct instruction as the main pedagoglcal approach

. ‘Maximizing academic engaged time (time-on-task}

Use of the accelerated learning approach (planmng for

more than one year's growth) -

. Reading, math, and fanguage instruction beginning at the
kindergarten level

- SN

D Coordlnallon of Supporlwe Services

. Instructional approach. curriculum content. and malenals
of suppiementary instructional services coordinated with
- the classroom program
. Pull-gut approach used only it it does not Iragmenl the
classroom instructional program. does not result in lower
expectations for some siudents, and does rotintenere
with effarts 10 maximize the use of time

9

E. Evaluation

1. trequent assessment ol sludenl progress ona roulme ba-

.. Sis

2, Precise and informative report card with emphasns on ac-
quisition of basic school skills

3. Serious attitude towards test-1aking as an amirmation of
individual accomplishment

4. Test-taking preparallon and skiils

F. Parent and Community Support,
"1.. Regular and consistent communication with parents
2. Clearly defined homework policy which is explained to |
students and parerits
3. Emphasis upon lhe importance of regular school atten-
© dance
4. Clear communication to parents regarding the school's
expectations related to behavioral standards :
... Increasing awareness of community_ services available to
reinforce and extend student learning

-
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